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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Levie Raymond Bullock appeals from his judgment of conviction for robbery, arguing
the evidence was insufficient to support his conviction, or, in the alternative, the jury was not
properly instructed on the mental state necessary for robbery under an aiding/abetting theory. He
submits this Reply Brief to respond to the State’s legal argument on the first issue, and to
emphasize the lack of substantial evidence showing he had the requisite intent to commit
robbery.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
Mr. Bullock included a statement of facts and course of proceedings in his Appellant’s
Brief. (See Appellant’s Br., pp.1-7.) He relies on and incorporates that statement herein.
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ISSUES
I.

Was the evidence sufficient to support Mr. Bullock’s robbery conviction?

II.

Was the jury properly instructed on the mental state necessary for robbery under an
aiding/abetting theory?
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ARGUMENT
I.
The Evidence Was Insufficient To Support Mr. Bullock’s Robbery Conviction
In his Appellant’s Brief, Mr. Bullock argued the evidence was insufficient to support his
conviction because the State failed to present substantial evidence that he had the requisite intent
to commit robbery. (See Appellant’s Br., pp.9-12.) The State recognizes in its Respondent’s
Brief that Mr. Bullock “may not have been the ring-leader of the operation,” but asserts there
was sufficient evidence from which the jury could conclude he had the requisite intent to aid and
abet the robbery of Jennifer Logan. (Respondent’s Br., p.11.) The State is incorrect.
The State argues the evidence was sufficient to support Mr. Bullock’s conviction
because:
Evidence that Bullock accompanied several individuals, one of whom was armed,
into Jennifer’s house in the middle of the night, searched through her things,
loaded her property into a laundry hamper, and left her house with her property
and with the people who had threatened to harm her if she reported the incident to
the police was evidence from which the jury could reasonably infer that Bullock
actively participated in the robbery with the specific intent to take Jennifer’s
property by use of force or fear and to permanently deprive her of the property
taken.
(Respondent’s Br., p.10.) The State may be correct that, had it presented such evidence, the jury
could reasonably have inferred that Mr. Bullock had the requisite criminal intent to commit
robbery under an aiding/abetting theory. But the State mischaracterizes and overstates its
evidence. The evidence that was actually presented to the jury was not sufficient to support
Mr. Bullock’s conviction.
First, there was no evidence Mr. Bullock searched through Jennifer’s “things” and no
evidence he loaded her property into a laundry hamper. Jennifer testified the items taken from
her were money and a cell phone. (6/21/16 Tr., p.201, Ls.17-21.) She testified Brandy took the
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money, and Brandy and Amber took the cell phone. (6/21/16 Tr., p.201, Ls.17-21, p.202, Ls.219.) Jennifer testified Mr. Bullock gathered a number of items—specifically “[t]he phones that
were sitting on our TV stand” and an X-Box 360 and a DVD player. (Tr., p.187, Ls.1-16.) But
Jennifer later retracted her testimony that Mr. Bullock took her phone off the television stand,
and confirmed she had previously testified that Amber and Brandy took her phone off the stand.
(6/21/16 Tr., p.195, Ls.9-23, p.202, Ls.2-19.) The other items about which Jennifer testified—
the X-Box and the DVD player—belonged to Michael Wall, not Jennifer, and Mr. Bullock was
acquitted of robbery with respect to those items. (6/22/16 Tr., p.6, Ls.18-23, p.9, Ls.6-23;
R., pp.109, 158, 159; Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”), pp.3-4.). Mr. Bullock testified
he took Jennifer’s cell phone at Brandy’s instruction, and then gave the phone to Brandy, who
put it in the laundry basket. (6/21/16 Tr., p.219, L.3 – p.220, L.13.)
There is also no evidence Mr. Bullock left Jennifer’s apartment with her property and
with the people who threatened to harm her. The State asserts, citing to Jennifer’s testimony,
that “Bullock and his companions eventually left the apartment ‘as a group’ and “load[ed] up
everything into the vehicle.’”

(Respondent’s Br., p.2 (citing Tr., p.186, Ls.10-14).)

But

Jennifer’s testimony was not specific as to Mr. Bullock, and Mr. Bullock testified he left the
apartment with the others, and then “[he] and Amber walked away and left.” (Tr., p.221, Ls.23.) There was no evidence Mr. Bullock was involved in loading anything into a vehicle; nor was
there any evidence Mr. Bullock left in a vehicle. There was also no evidence Mr. Bullock
retained any of the items taken from Jennifer or received any financial benefit from the robbery.
The State is correct that Mr. Bullock was not “the ring-leader of the operation.”
(Respondent’s Br., p.11.) But his involvement, as demonstrated by the evidence introduced at
trial, simply did not, as a matter of law, establish criminal liability. There is no substantial
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evidence that Mr. Bullock shared the criminal intent of the ring-leaders, and that there was a
community of purpose in the robbery. This Court should vacate Mr. Bullock’s conviction and
remand this case to the district court with instructions to enter an acquittal. See, e.g., State v.
Curry, 153 Idaho 394, 404 (Ct. App. 2012).

II.
The Jury Was Not Properly Instructed On The Mental State Necessary For Robbery Under An
Aiding/Abetting Theory
On this issue, Mr. Bullock relies on the argument contained in his Appellant’s Brief. (See
Appellant’s Br., pp.13-17.)

CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated above, as well as those set forth in his Appellant’s Brief,
Mr. Bullock respectfully requests that this Court vacate his conviction and remand this case to
the district court with instructions that an acquittal be entered. Alternatively, if the Court finds
that the evidence was sufficient to support Mr. Bullock’s conviction, Mr. Bullock respectfully
requests that this Court vacate his conviction and remand this case to the district court for further
proceedings.
DATED this 17th day of August, 2017.
_____________/s/___________________
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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